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The issue is whether appellant sustained a recurrence of disability, due to her July 30,
1997 employment injury, beginning July 5, 1999.

The Board has duly reviewed the case record and finds that appellant did not meet her
burden of proof in establishing that she sustained a recurrence of disability, due to her July 30,
1997 employment injury, beginning July 5, 1999.

An individua who claims a recurrence of disability, due to an accepted employment-
related injury, has the burden of establishing by the weight of the substantial, reliable and
probative evidence that the disability for which compensation is claimed is causally related to the
accepted injury.’ When an employee, who is disabled from the job she held when injured on
account of employment-related residuals, returns to a light-duty position or the medical evidence
of record establishes that she can perform the light-duty position, the employee has the burden to
establish by the weight of the reliable, probative and substantial evidence a recurrence of total
disability and show that she cannot perform such light duty.?

As part of this burden, the employee must show a change in the nature and extent of the
light-duty job requirements or a change in the nature and extent of the injury-related condition.>
This burden includes the necessity of furnishing medical evidence from a physician who, on the
basis of a complete and accurate factual and medical history, concludes that the disabling
condition is causally related to the employment injury and supports that conclusion with sound
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medical reasoning.* An award of compensation may not be made on the basis of surmise,
conjecture or speculation or on an appellant’s unsupported belief of causal relation.”

The Office accepted appellant’s clam for a lumbosacral strain and right trochanteric
bursitis. On August 6, 1999 appellant filed a recurrence of disability, alleging that on July 5,
1999 she bent at the waist to pick up laundry off the floor and felt muscle spasms. Appellant
stated that her original injury had never gone away, that she had been working light duty and
when she stopped taking muscle relaxants, her muscle spasms intensified. Appellant missed
work from July 6 to 12, 1999.

By letter dated August 20, 1999, the Office informed appellant that more information was
necessary to establish her claim, including a narrative report from her treating physician with a
supporting explanation as to the causal relationship between her current back condition and the
July 30, 1997 employment injury.

Appellant submitted two reports from her treating physician, Dr. E. Lamar Thomas, a
Board-certified orthopedic surgeon. In his July 6, 1999 report, Dr. Thomas noted that appellant
bent over to pick something up on Sunday and reinjured her back. He described her symptoms,
performed a physical examination, and reviewed x-rays. Dr. Thomas diagnosed sclerosis in the
lamina of L5 and S1, low back pain, and spondylolisthesis or possible spondylolysis. He
prescribed physical therapy. Dr. Thomas, however, did not address the cause of appellant’ s back
condition. Therefore, his report is not probative on whether the diagnosed sclerosis was causally
related to the accepted work injury in July 1997.

In his September 15, 1999 report, Dr. Thomas stated that he had not seen appellant since
July 1999. He stated that he did not know what her current back condition was. Dr. Thomas
stated: “If you want to call it, | would call it a causal relationship because she had previous back
problems. So, anytime she has a reinjury; they are al interrelated, | would believe.”
Dr. Thomas September 15, 1999 report is insufficient to establish the requisite causal
connection because he did not relate appellant’s condition to her employment. Nor did he
provide a rationalized medical explanation of how the July 1997 incident related to the July 30,
1997 employment injury, a lumbosacral strain.® Further, Dr. Thomas report provided no
objective medical evidence explaining how the 1997 back strain could still be causing residual
symptoms. Finally, appellant’s belief that her current back condition is causally related to the
1997 strain because the pain has never gone away is insufficient to establish the requisite causal
relationship.” Although the Office informed appellant of the evidence necessary to establish her
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claim, she was not responsive to the request. She therefore has failed to establish that her current
back condition constitutes a recurrence of disability.

The October 19, 1999 decision of the Office of Workers Compensation Programs is
hereby affirmed.
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